Introduction
In this paper, I analyze aspects of wh-question formation in typologically different languages. I discuss languages such as German, where wh-movement (of a single wh-phrase) to a scopal Spec CP position applies overtly (i.e., the full whmovement construction), and languages like Duala and Kikuyu, in which a whelement may either be left in situ or moved to the scopal position where the wh-phrase is interpreted. In addition, I present an analysis of the so-called partial wh-movement construction. Partial wh-movement is attested in wh-ex situ languages such as German (van Riemsdijk (1983) , McDaniel (1989) ), as well as in (optional) wh-in situ languages such as Kikuyu (Clements (1984) ). It will turn out that a comparative analysis of wh-in situ and full wh-movement languages is an ideal way to test the cross-linguistic adequacy of an account of the partial wh-movement phenomenon. Based on the Minimalist Program (Chomsky (1995, ch. 4) ), I want to argue for a unitary feature-checking analysis of wh-movement in the types of languages mentioned and suggest that the possibility of partial whmovement, full wh-movement, and wh-in situ can be seen as a consequence of the different feature-strength of two kinds of features: [+focus]-and [+wh]-features.
In section 2.1, I introduce the partial wh-movement phenomenon; section 2.2 centers around the question where the wh-expletive in the German partial whmovement construction comes from and whether it is replaced at LF; sections 2.3 and 2.4 present data from the wh-in situ languages Kikuyu and Duala which differ with respect to whether partial wh-movement is possible or not. In section 3, whmovement is analyzed as an instance of focus-movement which applies successivecyclically. This section contains the analysis of full wh-movement, partial whmovement, and wh-in situ constructions. Section 4 provides the summary.
It is a well-known fact that English and German differ from 'wh-in situ' languages such as Chinese in which wh-phrases are not overtly moved to Spec CP (1). In regular wh-questions in English and German, a single wh-word must be overtly moved to Spec CP, i.e., to the position in which the wh-phrase takes scope. Whelements in situ give rise to ungrammaticality (2)- (3) However, German, in contrast to English, allows for a second possibility of forming a wh-question, viz., the partial wh-movement construction. Partial wh-movement in German consists of movement of a wh-phrase to an embedded Spec CP of a [-wh] clause and realization of the wh-expletive was ('what'), as in (4), in the Spec CP position of a higher clause. (5) shows that partial wh-movement is impossible in English (see also Collins (1997, 110) 1 In this article, I will only briefly discuss multiple wh-questions in which wh-in situ is in fact possible in languages such as English and German. It is well known that languages must be divided according to whether or not all wh-elements are fronted to clause initial position in the overt syntax. In Bulgarian, Romanian, Polish, and Czech (Rudin (1988) ), the so-called multiple wh-fronting languages, for example, all wh-phrases have to move overtly to a clauseinitial position, whereas in languages such as English and German only a single wh-word is fronted to a sentence-peripheral position and further wh-phrases stay in situ. Besides these two groups there are several languages, such as Irish and Italian, that do not allow for multiple questions at all. (See Richards (1997) , Sabel (1998) , and Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) for unitary accounts of multiple wh-questions in typologically different languages.) A further typological possibility is represented by wh-in situ languages such as Chinese in which all wh-phrases remain in situ in the overt syntax. However, concerning wh-in situ in so-called wh-in situ languages, I have argued elsewhere (Sabel (1998) ) that this construction in Japanese involves 'invisible copy movement' in the overt syntax, whereas wh-in situ in languages such as Malay and Chinese ('real' wh-in situ) has to be derived by assuming that unselective binding of the wh-phrase by the [+wh] head is sufficient (see Baker (1970) , Heim (1982) , Williams (1986) , Chomsky (1995, 291) , among others). In (4) we find some kind of "long distance linking" between the wh-elements in Spec CP 2 and the matrix Spec CP position. The wh-phrase in the lowest clause is interpreted in the Spec CP position of the highest clause, i.e., the wh-expletive was ('what') acts as a scope marker since it marks the scopal position of the 'true' whphrase. In other words, the constructions in (4) are similar to the corresponding wh-questions in (6), which in contrast to the examples in (4) result from long wh-movement. The wh-expletive is often realized as the equivalent of the bare accusative whphrase (for example was ('what') in German, see Müller (1997, 254) ), although some Slavic languages such as for example Polish use jak ('how') (Willim (1989, 113ff.) ). Furthermore, the wh-expletive need not be overtly realized. Albanian, 2 Compare the examples in (i) with (4). (i-a) and (i-b) are interpreted as containing two questions. The first clause introduced by was ('what') asks for the person's general opinion, and the second asks another independent question. The examples in (i) have to be analyzed as not containing subordinate clauses. On the other hand, in (4) we have a sequence of main and subordinate clause. Consequently, in (4) we get the same question interpretation as in the examples (6). Note that there is also an overt syntactic difference between the examples in (i) and (4). Was ('what') in the matrix clause forces the embedded finite verb to stay in final position in (4), whereas verb second applies in both corresponding sentences in (i-a) and (i-b Anyadi & Tamrazian (1993) , Cole & Hermon (this volume) and section 4 below).
The partial wh-movement construction raises the following questions:
(7) Which constraints is the movement of the (contentful) wh-element in the embedded clause subject to?
(8) Where does the wh-expletive come from?
(9) What kind of parametric property is responsible for the fact that some languages allow for partial wh-movement whereas others do not?
Question (7) has two aspects. First we have to ask why partial wh-movement does not violate selectional restrictions and then we have to figure out what triggers the movement of the 'true' (contentful) wh-phrase in the embedded clause. Speaking of selectional restrictions is purely descriptive. Several attempts have been made in the literature to formulate a theoretical explanation, i.e., to formulate constraints that account for the distribution of wh-phrases. One example is the Wh-Criterion in Rizzi (1996) (see also Aoun, Hornstein & Sportiche (1981) , and Lasnik & Saito (1992) , among others). Although the status of these accounts is unclear under the assumptions made in the Minimalist Program -an explanation in this framework would rely on the idea that movement is solely necessary in order to check features (Chomsky (1995) ), see section 3.2 -I will first discuss the question of why partial wh-movement does not violate the Wh-Criterion (Rizzi (1996) ). Later, I will in fact adopt the feature-checking analysis.
Before considering partial wh-movement in light of the Wh-Criterion, let us briefly review how the latter works in German: Assuming that X 0 in (10) is C 0 and that both conditons (10-ab) have to be fulfilled, the Wh-Criterion allows for an explanation of the distribution of whphrases, i.e., of the differences in grammaticality in the examples (11)- (13) (and (10-a) ) since the wh-phrases in CP 2 are not in a Spec head relation with a [+wh]-C 0 . Recall that the matrix verb meinen ('think') only selects for a [-wh]-complement (11) . A solution to this problem would be to assume that the partial wh-movement construction (17) establishes a wh-chain (in the sense of McDaniel (1989) ). Assuming that a wh-expletive counts as a wh-operator (McDaniel (1989, 580) ), the idea being that the [+wh]-feature is transferred to the head of the wh-chain, (17) fulfills the Wh-Criterion if it is sufficient that the head of the wh-chain (Was, wem, t) fulfills the Wh-Criterion or (16) before Spell-out, as assumed in Rizzi (1992, 370) (see also McDaniel (1989) ). Then, the true wh-phrase in (17) does not violate the Wh-Criterion since (10) (and (16)) apply to a wh-chain, in which wem is a [-wh]-element like an intermediate trace (see Lasnik & Saito (1992) ).
Although the problems with (10) and (16) to account for partial wh-movement can be circumvented by making use of the notion of wh-chains, I will not propose an analysis in terms of these filters. Analyses in terms of the filters (10) and (16) rely on LF wh-movement, and as already mentioned, I do not assume LF whmovement. More generally, cross-linguistic variation with respect to wh-in situ in embedded questions, as well as the properties of multiple wh-questions in different languages and the phenomenon of wh-scrambling provide independent evidence for the adequacy of a feature-checking analysis, since this analysis allows for a uniform account of these phenomena with partial wh-movement (see Sabel (1998) for details of this analysis). It is improbable that any parameterized version of (10) or (16) would be able to explain the different wh-movement phenomena just mentioned. In section 3, I will present an analysis in terms of feature-checking. As will be shown, there are reasons to assume that wh-movement is triggered not only by [+wh]-features but also by [+focus]-features; this fact provides the basis for an account of partial wh-movement, full wh-movement, and wh-in situ constructions.
Let us now turn to the second aspect of question (7). Why does the true wh-phrase move to Spec CP in partial wh-movement constructions? There are several potential answers to this question. One possibility would be to assume that this is necessary in order to create a legitimate wh-chain before Spell-out. Another explanation would rely not on the notion of wh-chains, but on the idea that feature-checking is responsible for (overt and covert) movement (Chomsky (1995) There is independent evidence for the fact that the similar copy movement operation is involved in (19-a) , giving rise to multiple occurrences of was. Note that for those speakers of German for whom the absence of an intermediate was in (19-bc) leads to ungrammaticality, the same ungrammaticality results if not all copies in (20-a) are spelled out, as can be seen from (21- 
The Source of the Wh-Expletive
Let us now turn to question (8), i.e., where does the scope marker come from? Van Riemsdijk (1983 ), McDaniel (1989 , and Wahba (1991) assume that the scope marker is a base-generated wh-expletive in Spec CP, and that it is linked with the moved 'true' wh-phrase (see also Mahajan (1990) for a similar analysis for Hindi). On the other hand, Dayal (1994) , among others, assumes that was is the wh-equivalent of es ('it'), which is base-generated in object position and moved to Spec CP. The linking between the partially moved wh-phrase and the scope marker in the [+wh]-C 0 is either 'direct' or 'indirect.' The first, i.e., the direct linking (or direct dependency) approach (van Riemsdijk (1983 ), McDaniel (1989 , Brody (1995b) , Müller (1997) ), rests on the assumption that the true whphrase is associated with the scope marker either by moving the true wh-phrase into the expletive at LF or by building a chain before Spell-out between the scope marker and the true wh-phrase. The indirect dependency approach rests on the assumption that the scope marker is associated with the complement CP (cf. Hiemstra (1986) , Srivastav (1990) , Haider (1993, 98) , Dayal (1994) , Horvath (1997) ). I will assume here the direct dependency approach. However, recall that I do not assume LF wh-movement. Consequently, I will adopt the assumption that in German a wh-chain is constructed in the overt syntax between the scope marker and the 'true' wh-phrase and that no LF movement of the true wh-phrase to the scope marker takes place (see the discussion below). 3 One problem with the (wh-expletive) base-generation analysis seems to arise from parasitic gap constructions. As is well known, a parasitic gap is licensed by a variable that does not c-command it; see (22-a) vs. (22-b) . Furthermore, parasitic gaps are only licensed by overt A'-movement, i.e., the A'-moved element has to c-command the parasitic gap as well as its trace in the overt syntax; cf. (22- On the other hand, an alternative explanation for the grammaticality of (23) could rely on the idea of wh-chains. In (23), we find a wh-chain (was, wen, t) before Spell-out. Given that parasitic gaps have to be licensed in the overt syntax, the wh-chain in (23) licenses it. Thus, the data in (23) are compatible with the base-generation and with the movement approach.
However, it must be noted that the parasitic gap examples do not provide any evidence for the questions at hand. As is well known (cf. Kayne (1984, ch. 8); Chomsky (1986) ), real parasitic gaps behave like traces of movement, i.e., 3 In Sabel (1998; , I propose an answer to question (8) that relies on the idea that a unified account of expletive-associate relations should be given. The main idea is that the expletive-associate relation is derived by movement of the so-called expletive out of the associate. The expletive is analyzed as a feature of the associate. For example, my analysis of A-CHAINS is based on the idea that the expletive there is a D-element which, following Chomsky (1995) , solely checks a D-feature. Hence, the expletive-associate relation in There is a man in the garden is derived from the DP [ DP there [ NP a man]] from which the D-part there is extracted. Partial wh-movement constructions such as (17-a) or (19-a) are then derived from the DP-structure [ DP was [ NP wen]] from which the D-part was ('what') is extracted (see also Hiemstra (1986) , Cheng (this volume)).
they exhibit island-sensitivity. This fact motivated the empty-operator analysis in Chomsky (1986) , which rests on the assumption that a parasitic gap is licensed if its associated empty operator moves to a position in which it is not separated from the 'real' gap by a barrier. Now consider the following examples: (24) The gap e in (24-a) is located in a complex NP (before extraposition takes place) and in an adjunct clause in (24-b) . But in these environments, 'real' parasitic gaps are not licensed. We would expect (24) to be ungrammatical if we were dealing with 'real' parasitic gaps. On the other hand, Postal (1994, 86) has noted that we have to distinguish between parasitic gaps and pseudo parasitic gaps, the latter not being island-sensitive like the empty categories in (23)- (24). To sum up, 'parasitic gaps' in German do not shed any light on the analysis of the wh-expletive was ('what'). If the wh-element was ('what') is base-generated as an argument that can only appear in a complement position (associated with a CP), as assumed in Dayal (1994) , we can automatically explain the fact that it does not appear with subjects of small clauses (25-a), (26-a) or subject clauses (25-b), (26-b) and that it does not co-occur with in situ wh-elements in the matrix clause, (25- In (27-a), the expletive bears accusative, whereas in (27-b) it is marked for nominative Case.
On the other hand, the fact that partial wh-movement is possible in subject clauses in Hungarian (27-b) raises the question of why its counterpart in German is impossible (26-b) . At this point it must be noted that the indirect linking approach does not offer an answer to this question. 4 Furthermore, only if we follow the direct dependency approach and assume that was ('what') is an element associated with the true wh-phrase and not with the complement CP, do we get an explanation for the fact that sentences like (28) are grammatical. In (28), CP 3 containing the partially wh-moved phrase is not an argument of the matrix verb meinen ('think'). It is a CP that is moved from the complement-position of the verb sagen ('say') to the position adjacent to the wh-expletive. The alternative approach would predict that was ('what') being base-generated as an object of the verb sagen ('say') has to cross a wh-island: 4 Assuming a direct dependency approach, the fact that the wh-expletives bear different Cases in (27) can be explained if Case assignment into an intermediate (Spec) CP is assumed to proceed as in examples such as (i) (see Stowell (1981, 417f.) , Kayne (1984, 5) Rizzi (1982) and Kayne (1984) for discussion).
See Sabel (1996) for an analysis of the fact that a wh-expletive in Hungarian, in contrast to German, acts as a bridge for a 'true' wh-phrase located in an island.
5 Sentences like those in (28) and (29) are judged to be grammatical by most speakers I have consulted. However, these sentences are perceptually complex, since their structural analysis is temporarily ambiguous. CP3 is analyzed as being a complement of the matrix verb until this sentence is disambiguated by the verb sagen ('say'). For the moment I will assume that was is a wh-expletive and abstract from the question of whether it is an expletive that is inserted in Spec CP, or whether it is base-generated in object position and moved to Spec CP from there, or if it is a sub-extracted feature of the associate. However, I will adopt the assumption that in German a wh-chain is constructed before Spell-out between the wh-expletive and the 'true' wh-phrase and that no LF movement of the true wh-phrase to the wh-expletive takes place. I will give two reasons for this view.
One argument concerns anti-crossover effects. In the following sentences where the matrix subject pronoun c-commands the name within the most deeply embedded CP, there is a violation of Principle C of the Binding Theory (Chomsky (1981) Now consider again question (9): (9) What kind of parametric property is responsible for the fact that some languages allow for partial wh-movement whereas others do not?
How can we explain that languages such as English in contrast to German do not 6 Note that example (31-c) is also problematic for the indirect dependency approach. If CP3 has to occupy a position adjoined to CP2 at LF, (31-c) should represent a violation of Principle C.
7 A further diagnostic, commonly used to determine whether LF wh-movement applies, relates to the phenomenon of weak crossover. According to Lasnik & Stowell (1991) , weak crossover effects occur if there is a configuration in which an element A'-binds both a trace and a pronoun that is contained in an argument XP that c-commands the trace. Before I turn to this analysis, the next two sections present some background on wh-movement facts in the two African languages Kikuyu and Duala. It is useful to look at these languages since, contrary to English and German, Duala and Kikuyu are both wh-in situ languages, which also exhibit wh-ex situ. However, a similar situation as with the wh-ex situ languages English and German arises here, too. Although similar with respect to being wh-in situ languages, only one of the two languages, Kikuyu, allows for partial wh-movement. In addition, Kikuyu provides evidence that wh-movement is triggered by [+focus]-features.
Some Properties of Wh-Movement in Kikuyu
Kikuyu is an African wh-in situ language with SVO order which is spoken in Kenya. The following section is mainly based on the work by Clements on Kikuyu (Clements & Ford (1979) , Clements et al. (1983) , Clements (1984) ; see also Zaenen (1983) and Bergvall (1983; for discussion). Normally in Kikuyu, wh-phrases stay in their base-position in the overt syntax (Clements (1984) ):
The language has a very complex tonal system. One of the phenomena that interacts with wh-extraction is downstep (see Clements et al. (1983) , Clements (1984) for details). Consider (33) (Clements (1984) ):
cp-tree (FP=Focus particle; PP=pronominal prefix) 'Who cut a tree?'
In (33-a), we have a simple affirmative main clause. The verb is formed by prefixing the right subject particle and by suffixing a tense/aspect affix. Furthermore, a verbal downstep-morpheme (represented by the exclamation mark) is suffixed to the verb (in most tenses) and shifts over to the end of the first major constituent following the verb. In (33-a) it appears at the end of the complement In (i), movement of the wh-phrase proceeds to an A'-or operator-position in front of the subject containing the pronoun, thus resulting in the weak crossover effect. Given this patterning, (ii) seems to suggest that LF wh-movement of the 'true' wh-phrase results in a configuration in which it ends up in a position from where it A'-binds the pronoun. However, assuming that the wh-scope marker and the 'true' wh-phrase are co-indexed, the wh-chain approach is also able to explain examples such as (ii).
'tree. , as a consequence of wh-extraction, we first find a new tonal form of the verb, which does not have the downstep morpheme. In Kikuyu, the downstep morpheme disappears in all constructions involving overt wh-movement. Secondly, the third person singular subject prefix a has been replaced by o. (For independent reasons, the subject prefix a is replaced by the prefix o after a subject trace.) The wh-in situ question (32) does not exhibit these properties. Hence, as argued by Clements, non-occurrence of a downstep morpheme goes hand in hand with wh-movement. Furthermore, in contrast to (33-b), nothing is prefixed to the question word in (32). 8 There is only one possible position for moved wh-phrases at the left periphery of the sentence and only one wh-word may be overtly fronted in a clause, as is shown in (34). Hence one wh-word has to stay in situ, as in (34-b) (Clements (1984) ):
In addition, we have long wh-movement in Kikuyu, as can be seen in (35) and (36-a) (Clements (1984) ): The deletion of the downstep in Kikuyu is also known as 'wh-agreement' in the literature. Wh-morphology is also found as 'relative aspect/tense' marking on verbs in Hausa (Tuller (1986) , Haïk (1990) ) and as irrealis mood marking on verbs in Palauan (Georgopoulos (1991) ). These are all cases of wh-agreement in the I-system. For discussion of wh-agreement in the C-system, see Rizzi (1990, sect. 2.5) , Collins (1993 ), Chung (1994 , Nakamura (1995) and sect. 3.3, fn.21. 9 Bergvall (1987) discusses the possibility that rightward occurring wh-phrases in Kikuyu may have undergone wh-movement to a rightward landing position. That this position has properties different from Spec CP can be seen from the fact that rightward unbounded movement is impossible in Kikuyu, in contrast to leftward unbounded movement, which is commonly assumed to proceed via Spec CP. In addition, the clause-final positioning of wh-elements in Kikuyu is highly constrained in several other respects suggesting that in fact wh-movement in Kikuyu is always into a leftward specifier position. Consequently, the occurrence of wh-phrases at the right periphery of the sentence has to be explained in a different way. Tuller (1992) , for example, in her discussion of Chadic languages (such as Kanakuru, Tangale, Ngizim) identifies this sentence final position for wh-elements with a focus-position (for a similar suggestion concerning Italian see also Belletti & Shlonsky (1995) -and in addition, Neidle et al. (1997) propose rightward whmovement for ASL). This however, as noted in Horvath (1995) , would imply that languages such as Kikuyu have at least two derived (structural) focus positions, which raises serious problems (see Horvath (1995) and section 3.1 for further discussion).
b. Ngoγe N.
a-úγ-ír´ sp-say-
! kó ? where 'Where did Ngugi say (that) Kamau saw illustrates that in addition to showing up in matrix sentences, wh-words in Kikuyu may also be in situ in embedded sentences.
Wh-movement in Kikuyu obeys island constraints. This is demonstrated in (37-a) with object extraction out of a relative clause. Wh-islands are attested as well (37-b) (Clements (1984) ):
(37) a. *Nóo i who
'Who did Ngugi wonder who saw?'
The ungrammatical sentences in (37) can be improved by using resumptive pronouns (Clements (1984) ):
(38) a. Nóo fp-who
pp-op-hit Interestingly, besides wh-in situ and movement to a scope position, Kikuyu allows for a third type of wh-construction, i.e., Kikuyu allows for partial wh-movement (39-bc). The following sentences all have the same meaning:
a-úγ-ír sp-say-t
If we now look at the tonal structure of the main verbs in CP 1 and CP 2 , we see the "special" tonal form, the one associated with wh-movement: the deleted downstep in (39-a) and the normal tonal form in (39-b) and (39-c). We find the special form of the verb 'say' in CP 2 with high-tone influence on the following complementizer ate ('that') in (39-a) and (39-b), and the normal form with no high-tone influence on ate ('that') in (39-c). This shows that main verbs have special forms if and only if movement into or through the clause in which these verbs are located applies. Clements (1984) argues that the downstep is not actually deleted but fails to be inserted. One question that arises with respect to (39) is the following: why does movement apply in (39) if we can get the same interpretation with wh-in situ? If movement in (39) is optional, it should violate Last Resort (Chomsky (1995) ). Later in section 3, I will argue that in fact, movement in (39) is not optional and that it applies for feature-checking. Furthermore, why is partial wh-movement possible in Kikuyu as in German? Before I try to answer this question it is interesting to look at the properties of wh-movement in Duala, another African language.
Some Properties of Wh-Movement in Duala
Duala is a Bantu language spoken in Cameroon. It basically has SVO order and is, like Kikuyu, a wh-in situ and wh-ex situ language. The discussion in this section is based on work on Duala that has been done by Epée (1975; 1976a; 1976b) and Biloa (1993) .
That Duala is a wh-in situ language can be seen from (40)- (41) below. In the (b)-sentences, where overt wh-movement applies, no is obligatory. On the other hand, as can be seen from the (a)-examples, if the wh-phrase is in situ, the particle cannot be present. Hence, the question word is moved only if the marker no occurs. Note that the subject is generally associated with a preverbal pronoun (SP), indicating class agreement: (40) As can be seen from (45-b) vs. (45-c), no occurs after the first verbal element in the sentence. It occurs immediately after the auxiliary in (45-b) and may not remain after the participle. It seems that no is base-generated in Infl and that the verb left-adjoins to no. As argued in Epée (1976b) and Biloa (1993) , other possibilities can be excluded. For example, no is not a place holder since it does not occupy the exact position previously held by the extracted constituent. Furthermore, no is not a resumptive pronoun for the following reasons: pronouns must agree in noun class with their referring NPs, but no is invariable. Secondly, movement in Duala obeys island constraints. If no were a resumptive pronoun, we would expect that in Duala, as in Kikuyu, resumptive pronouns would help to circumvent island violations, but this is not the case: (46) To sum up, we have seen in the discussion so far that in a language with overt wh-movement, such as German, partial wh-movement is possible, in contrast to other languages with overt wh-movement such as English. Similarily, a wh-in situ language such as Kikuyu, which may also use the wh-ex situ strategy for question formation, allows for partial wh-movement whereas in Duala, the partial whmovement phenomenon is absent although Duala, like Kikuyu, may use the wh-in situ as well as the wh-ex situ strategy for question formation. Obviously, whether a language allows for partial wh-movement or not is independent of whether the language in question is a wh-ex situ or wh-in situ language. Then, why is partial wh-movement in Kikuyu possible as in German but impossible in Duala and English? In the next section we will see that an answer to this question can be given in terms of parameterized properties of features.
Analysis
In this section, I will discuss the theoretical assumptions for an analysis of the wh-movement properties including the absence/presence of partial wh-movement in the languages we have already discussed as well as the wh-in situ and full wh-movement properties. The main idea is that the observed asymmetries can be explained if it is assumed that wh-movement is simultaneously triggered by the need to check two kinds of features:
[+wh]-and [+operator]-, i.e., [+focus]-features. The idea that wh-movement is triggered by [+focus]-features in addition to
[+wh]-features is addressed in section 3.1. Section 3.2 discusses the technical implications for this assumption especially in light of the question of what triggers successive-cyclic wh-movement. On the basis of this, in section 3.3, I develop an account of the absence/presence of partial wh-movement as well as of the other typological differences with respect to wh-movement found in the languages discussed in this article.
Wh-Movement as Focus-Movement
In what follows, I will first try to give an analysis of wh-movement in the languages we have already discussed based on the idea that wh-movement is simultaneously triggered by the need to check two kinds of features: [+focus]-and [+wh]-features.
The fact that wh-movement may be triggered by the need to check some [+focus]-features can be demonstrated with the following examples from Kikuyu, already mentioned in section 2.3. In Kikuyu, the questioned constituent may remain in situ (50-a) or move to clause-initial position (50-b) (Clements (1984) 'Who cut a tree?'
In the latter case, the wh-word o combines with a focus particle ne to form nóo. The fact that in Kikuyu a focus-marker appears on the overtly extracted whelement and not on wh-elements in situ provides evidence that [+focus]-features force overt wh-movement. Further evidence for the latter hypothesis comes from the Austronesian languages. Bahasa Indonesia/Malay is a wh-in situ language which also possesses the wh-ex situ strategy. Note that in the SVO language Bahasa Indonesia/Malay (see Saddy (1990) , Cole & Hermon (1995; ), as in Kikuyu and Duala, whphrases may remain in situ (51-a) or move to the left periphery of the sentence (51-b). As pointed out by Saddy (1990, 188) , the difference between wh-in situ and wh-ex situ is reflected by absence or presence of overt focus morpholgy, i.e., the focus-marker yang. Now consider wh-extraction from embedded clauses. As can be seen from (52) Rochemont (1978; , Culicover & Rochemont (1983) , Culicover & Wilkins (1984) , Whitney (1984) , Horvath (1986) , Tuller (1986) , Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) , and Kiparsky (1995) , among others. Horvath (1986, 118) explicitly states as a universal principle that focus is a syntactic feature that is assigned to a non-echo wh-phrase.
In addition, several syntactic arguments have been given for the view that wh-fronting takes place for focusing reasons. For example, Brody (1990; 1995a) assumes a functional category F(ocus) which projects into a focus phrase (FP) that is generated between IP/VP and CP. Brody furthermore argues for a FocusCriterion in analogy to the Wh-Criterion (10) to account for cross-linguistic variation with respect to the position of focused constituents in the overt and covert syntax. In Hungarian, where the Focus Criterion has to be fulfilled in the overt syntax (and at LF), the focused category must move in the overt syntax. It cannot stay in situ as in English, where the Focus Criterion applies only at LF. The example (53) (= (27-a)) from Hungarian that was already mentioned in section 2.2 also involves wh-movement into FP: (53) Although the examples above may alternatively be analyzed in terms of CPrecursion, they illustrate wh-movement as an instance of focus-movement.
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A further syntactic argument for the view that wh-movement is an instance of focus-movement was brought up with the observation (see Rizzi (1995) ) that in contrast to multiple topics (55-a), multiple focused elements are impossible in a language such as Italian (56-a). Given that wh-phrases undergo focus-movement, it is predicted that a clause cannot contain a wh-operator and an additional focused element (irrespective of whether the wh-element precedes or follows the focus) (56-b), whereas a wh-phrase and a topic can co-occur (55-b) (Rizzi (1995) 
who)
The occurrence restrictions in (56-a) and (57-a) suggest that a sentence may contain only one position for a focused constituent in Italian and Kikuyu. Similarly, if focused constituents and wh-phrases share the same landing site, the impossibility of (56-b) and (57-b) shows that wh-movement is an instance of focus-movement and can also be traced back to a typical movement restriction, i.e., to what has traditionally been called a "Doubly-Filled Comp Effect." Hence, the impossibility of (56) and (57) may be due to the fact that there is only a single position for focused constituents in Italian and Kikuyu, or, given an analysis in terms of feature-checking (see the next section), it may be due to a parametric property of the [+focus]-feature in the functional head, i.e., after it has been "checked" by a constituent it may not escape "erasure" in Italian and Kikuyu, in contrast, for example, to topic features, which may escape erasure after they have been checked. Given that erased features are invisible to the computational system, (in contrast to a checked feature that is not erased, like the topic feature in (55-a)) the [+focus]-feature is no longer accessible to the computational system and may therefore not be checked more than one time (Chomsky (1995, 286; 354f.) ).
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In this section I have discussed facts from several distinct languages showing that wh-phrases and focus-phrases exhibit similarities in their syntactic distribution. This lends considerable support to the analysis of wh-movement as an instance of movement driven not only by a [+wh]-feature but also by a [+focus]-feature. I assume that languages may vary with respect to the realization of the [+focus]-feature in I 0 or C 0 , but it is also possible that in some languages this 12 In the discussion above, I have assumed that the position associated with structural focus is the specifier position of CP or FP. Some comments concerning this assumption are in order here. In contrast to languages such as German where wh-movement applies to the left periphery of the sentence, languages such as Albanian, Greek, Hungarian, Kikuyu, Tuki, Yiddish, and Spanish, among others, have in common that in embedded clauses the wh-phrase is moved into a position to the right of the complementizer. According to Bhatt & Yoon (1991) , this results from the fact that C 0 is not a unified category (both functionally and structurally) in the languages of the world. Languages such as German conflate the different 'complementizer' functions (or features) in C 0 , whereas in the above mentioned languages the 'complementizer' is decomposed into its different functions (or features). Consequently, C 0 in the latter languages acts as a pure subordinator. It has also been pointed out in the literature that there is some variation among languages with respect to the position in which the [+focus]-feature is realized (see Anyadi & Tamrazian (1993) , Horvath (1995) , and Rizzi (1995) for a discussion of various possibilities). In addition, some languages - Kiss (1995) mentions Japanese as a candidate -do not seem to use a structural focus position at all whereas others have a structural focus position. These are, according to Kiss (1995) , the "discourse configurational languages."
Concerning the discourse configurational languages, we have to divide between focus-in situ languages and languages with other special focus-positions. Concerning the latter, the [+focus]-feature in some languages may simply be located in C 0 , as in German (Anyadi & Tamrazian (1993)), Kinande (Authier (1988) ), and Hausa (Tuller (1986) ), whereas in other languages such as for example Albanian (Turano (1995) ), Bulgarian (Izvorski (1995) ), Greek (Tsimpli (1995) ), Hungarian (Horvath (1986; ; Brody (1990; Puskàs (1992; ; Kiss (1995; ), Kikuyu (Clements (1984) ), Sinhala (Gair & Sumangala (1991) ), and Tuki (Biloa (1995) ), the focus feature heads a Focus Phrase (FocP) dominated by CP. Alternatively, it has been pointed out by several authors that focus can be closely related to I 0 (see Bhatt & Yoon (1991) ), which opens up the possibility that focus-movement to IP is a further option. Relevant analyses with respect to wh-movement in Yiddish and Spanish are proposed in Diesing (1990) , Goodall (1991; Fontana (1993) . Horvath (1995) notes that the variability of focus positions in the languages of the world argues against Brody's (1990) analysis in terms of a universal FP-projection combined with the parameterized Focus-Criterion. Instead, Horvath assumes that the relevant parametric property with respect to [+focus]-features is whether they are realized in I 0 or C 0 . Which of these approaches is correct is an empirical question; the approaches mentioned are all compatible with the view that only functional elements are subject to parameterization. In Sabel (1998) , I argue for a similar distinction as Horvath with respect to the functional X 0 -categories I 0 and C 0 which may host the [+wh]-feature.
A final distinction with respect to focus-positions concerns the fact that some languages have more than one focus-position, i.e., German has a focus position in Spec CP and in situ (see also fn.9 for further possibilities).
feature heads its own projection FP. Nevertheless, in what follows, for ease of presentation, I will simply refer to C 0 as bearing [+focus]-features if nothing of significance hinges on the distinction mentioned above.
Successive-Cyclic Wh-Movement and Feature-Checking
Let us now turn to the analysis of movement as triggered by feature-checking, and successive-cyclic and partial wh-movement. Recall the way transformational operations are implemented in the Minimalist Program. Chomsky (1995, 222) assumes that movement is a morphology-driven or, in other words, feature-driven operation. Movement is driven by the need to check some features, i.e., by the so-called Last Resort Condition.
In connection with this theoretical assumption, there has been some discussion of how to analyze long wh-movement in the minimalist framework. Is it derived via one long wh-movement of the wh-phrase to the [+wh] checking position (58-a) and insertion of intermediate traces by Form Chain (58-b) (see Chomsky (1995, ch. 3)), or -as traditionally assumed -by successive-cyclic movement via intermediate Spec CP positions until the wh-phrase reaches the highest Spec CP position which is the only checking-position for the wh-element with respect to the [+wh]-feature, as in (58-c)?
However, (58-c) raises the question of what forces the intermediate movement steps. If we adopt the successive-cyclic movement approach in conjunction with the assumption that movement is triggered solely by feature-checking, we are forced to assume that movement through intermediate positions also applies to satisfy feature-checking. It should be obvious that example (52) from Malay/Bahasa Indonesia provides the basis for an argument according to which successive-cyclic movement into intermediate positions is triggered by [+focus]-features. In this language, overt morphological evidence for the fact that an embedded functional projection may bear a [+focus]-feature was found in connection with wh-movement. A natural (technical) implementation of this idea could rely on the assumption that in the case of wh-movement the embedded C-heads bear some [+focus]-features that need to be checked. Each application of wh-movement in (58-c) can be conceived of as a feature-driven movement: 13
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The examples from Malay/Bahasa Indonesia and Kikuyu have shown that [+focus]-features occur on wh-phrases as well as on functional heads. Although these features are overtly realized only in some languages, I will assume that they are involved in wh-movement in all languages. To be more precise, I assume that wh-phrases have to check 1 . This may be the result of a 'feature-percolation' procedure which stops as soon as the first clause that contains a wh-phrase is reached, or, alternatively, it may be the result of a selectional process (Collins (1993) ). 14 Let us briefly recall the elementary assumptions concerning the mechanisms of feature-checking. According to Chomsky (1995, ch. 4 Chung (1994) , Ferguson & Groat (1994) , Thornton & Crain (1994) . Furthermore, relevant empirical evidence can be provided with constructions from Irish which suggest the necessity of successive-cyclic movement (see Chung & McCloskey (1987) , McCloskey (1990) , Nakamura (1995) , and Collins (1997) for discussion).
14 Another technical solution which dispenses with the mechanism "percolation" would be to assume that the wh-phrase in (59) Chomsky (1995, ch. 4) and Sabel (1998, ch. 3) Chomsky (1995, ch. 4) for the possibility to check strong features in C 0 via the operation Merge (see also Fanselow & Mahajan (1996) for relevant discussion).
18 The feature-checking analysis requires movement of the true wh-phrase in (i), but it leaves open why the same movement is impossible in (ii-b) where the scope position of the partially moved wh-phrase is occupied by another 'true' wh-phrase: hat ] ? has The ultimate resolution of this asymmetry is beyond the scope of this article. However, we can assume that every wh-chain must contain one and only one 'true' wh-phrase which has to be located in an operator-position. This excludes (i-a), (ii-b) as well as (iii) where the whexpletive occurs with another wh-in situ in the same clause. In other words, the wh-chains in these examples are not well formed. See Stechow & Sternefeld (1988, 355) for a similar explanation of the ungrammaticality of (ii-b), (iii In the full wh-movement construction, the result of the derivation is exactly as in English (68-c), in so far as the true wh-phrase occurs in its scopal position. On the other hand, in English, full wh-movement is triggered by the opposite featurevalues, as shown in (64). Given that in English the [+wh]-feature is always strong, wh-phrases must end up in the overt syntax in the position in which they take scope. This excludes wh-in situ and partial wh-movement (68-ab wh-phrase in focus-positions, and that this extraction must take place if full wh-movement does not apply (for discussion see Sabel (1998) ).
19 If we look at the options in (64), a question arises as to whether checking of a strong [+wh]-feature and [+focus]-feature can take place in the same position (for example, Spec CP). I assume that every step of visible movement can only have one motivation, which can possibly be derived from economy principles (see Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) ). It is excluded that a particular step of overt movement is triggered by two different strong features.
20 Given the feature-checking analysis, the assumption that a language may use weak and strong features of a certain type seems to be independently necessary in order to account for word order variants. Chomsky (1992, 44) , for example, suggests that the VSO -SVO word order alternation in Arabic may result from the optional use of either strong or weak NP-features. 21 Compare also the use of no as a [+wh/+pred]-head in the sense of Rizzi (1990) in examples such as (44-d). In addition, no also appears in other contexts of A'-movement (see Epée (1975) for discussion). Hence, this morpheme can serve different functions. Note, however, that no is not a focus-marker, which is realized in this language as nde. No behaves exactly like the "relative tense/aspect" wh-agreement morpheme in Hausa (Tuller (1986) ) which could likewise be analyzed (in one of its uses) as a strong [+wh]-feature or as a phonetic reflex of it. It differs from the relevant phonetic/morphological effects on verbs in languages such as Kikuyu in that in long extraction contexts it only shows up on the verb in the CP in which the moved element ends up (and not on the verbs in more deeply embedded intermediate CPs), see Haïk (1990) Interestingly, Duala seems to represent a language which provides a counterexample to the often drawn generalization based on languages such as Chinese and Japanese (see Baker (1970) , Bach (1971) , Bresnan (1972) , Aoun & Li (1993) , Cole & Hermon (1995) , among others) that languages with a wh-particle (or a Q-marker in a functional head position) do not have overt wh-movement. 22 No 22 See Epée (1976c) for discussion. Also, Albanian represents a counter-example to this generalization (see fn.23), as well as Sharanahua (Frantz (1973) ). Furthermore, under the analysis of wh-constructions in Japanese, as presented in Takahashi (1993) , Sabel (1998) , Grewendorf & Sabel (1999) , Japanese is also incompatible with this generalization.
23 In Albanian, a language that also has partial wh-movement (i-b) (see also (54)), the marker a in an intermediate Spec CP is not possible, as illustrated in (i-c) vs. (i-a) (Turano (1995) , see also Anyadi & Tamrazian (1993) book-the However, the data suggest that a is the phonetic reflex of a [+wh]-feature like ka in Japanese and no in Duala. Like ka and no, the wh-particle a does not bear case and may also co-occur with wh-in situ in the same clause. But interestingly, the wh-phrase can then no longer be interpreted as an interrogative element; see Turano (1995) [+Focus]-features are only checked as "free riders" if the strong [+wh]-feature no is realized and triggers overt successive-cyclic movement, as in (73-b) . Note that this analysis raises the same problem that arises for wh-extraction of objects in English (see Chomsky (1995, 302) ). In sentences like What did John see t the wh-phrase is supposed to move to Spec CP in the overt syntax to check the strong wh-feature in C 0 . Given that the accusative Case feature in English is weak, the question arises as to whether the object moves to an intermediate landing site in the overt syntax, where it checks accusative, as in What did John t' see t. Verb movement in Mainland Scandinavian raises a similar question. In languages such as Swedish, the verb remains in situ in non-verb second clauses. On the other hand, V-to-Infl movement seems to be possible just in case the verb moves to C 0 , i.e., in verb second clauses (see Richards (1997, ch.4) for further examples). Thus, it seems to be possible that certain positions cannot serve as a final but only as an intermediate landing site. Given that the intermediate landing-positions in question are potential landing sites for the moved element, it moves through these intermediate positions in overt syntax. In this sense, [+focus]-features in (73-b) are checked as "free riders." As already mentioned in section 2.4, the ungrammaticality of (73-cd) results from the fact that the realization of the [+wh]-feature in embedded clauses in Duala is subject to selectional restrictions which are not met, i.e., (73-cd) Turning back to question (9) raised in section 2.1, i.e., what kind of parametric property is responsible for the fact that some languages allow for partial whmovement whereas others do not, I have tried to show that the answer to this question can be traced back to the parametric properties of the features that force wh-movement: [+focus]-and [+wh]-features. 24, 25 Note that the analysis presented here makes two interesting predictions. Firstly, it predicts that partial wh-movement does not exist with relative clauses. As far as I know this prediction is confirmed universally. This follows from the fact that a relativized constituent universally bears the topic function. In a sentence like The car which you don't want is a Renault the relative pronoun is the topic of the clause which you don't want (see Bresnan & Mchombo (1987) ). Note that the case of a pronoun that surfaces in a clause other than that adjacent to the head NP as found in relative clauses in Hebrew (see Reinhart (1981) ) does not represent a counterexample. This construction involves a dislocated resumptive pronoun as argued in Sells (1984) and Demirdache (1991) .
Another interesting prediction concerns wh-questions. Given my analysis, one would expect that a wh-phrase in questions cannot be topicalized. Again, as far as I know, this prediction is borne out. For example, wh-phrases in Japanese may not occur with the topic-marker wa (with wa they receive only a contrastive interpretation). 
Summary

